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STATE OF NEW YORK, COUNTY OF KINGS 


Kris Wolbrum being duly sworn, deposes and says: deponent 15 
not a party to the action, is over the age of 18 years and 
resides at: 1008 Roder Avenue, Brooklyn, New York 11230. 


AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE (personal) 


On November, 30, 1976 at 225 Cadman Plaza East, Brooklyn, New 
York ,11201, deponent served the within APPENDIX FOR APPEL- 
LANT (CHARLES PETERS)upon the United States Attorney, herein 

by delivering a true copy thereof to him personally. Deponent 
knew the person mentioned and described as the U.S. Attorney. 


Sworn to before me this 30th day of November, 1976. 


Kris Wolbsum 


